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Frameworks		In	the	UK,	the	recent	introduction	of	the	Research	Excellence	Framework	(REF)	and	now	the	proposed	Teaching	Excellence	Framework	(TEF),	have	received	mixed	responses	from	university	sector	stakeholders,	pointing	to	a	rising	dissatisfaction	with	these	frameworks’	impact	on	teaching,	learning	and	research	in	higher	education	as	a	whole.		Indeed,		critics	of	the	REF	had	likened	it	to	an	uncontrollable	beast	in	some	form	or	another:	‘“a	Frankenstein	monster”	and	a	“Minotaur	that	must	be	appeased	by	bloody	sacrifices”	…	responsible	for	a	“blackmail	culture”,	“a	fever”	and	a	“toxic	miasma”	which	hangs	over	our	campuses’			 (Wilsdon,	2016,	cited	in	Murphy,	2016,	p.	2)			In	slightly	less	dramatic	terms,	other	concerns	have	included	REF’s	‘impact	agenda’,	which,			 highlight[s]	the	effects	of	the	REF’s	linear	focus,	and,	crucially,	the	types	of	alternative	narratives	it	silences.	This	“silencing”	does	not	imply	that	alternative	narratives	are	rendered	impossible,	but	rather	that	they	are	difficult	to	articulate	as	‘safe’	options	within	the	existing	framework.		 	 	(Ni	Mhurchu,	McLeod,	Collins	and	Siles-Brugge,	2016,	p.	2)		What	the	above	authors	contend	is	that,	apart	from	the	metrics	related	to	publication	outputs	–	a	“beast”	in	their	own	right	-	focussing	on	proving	direct	
impact	on	communities	undermines	the	complex	way	that	knowledge	flows.		This	understands	the	impact	of	knowledge	as	something	that	can	be	attributed	to	a	clear	source	and	simultaneously	that	can	prove	itself	and	its	worth	in	ways	directly	apparent	(for	example,	at	its	best	in	quantifiable	terms,	such	as	raising	the	profits	of	a	company	via	a	patent).		This	acts	in	contrast	to	understanding	knowledge	as	something	that	benefits	from	not	always	adhering	to	linear	structures	–	particularly	where	remits	might	include	re-imagining,	re-thinking,	
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or	analysing	complex	problems	creatively.		Indeed,	the	current	construction	of	the	discourse	on	impact	in	the	REF,	(unintentionally	perhaps)	implies	‘more	of	the	same’	with	little	emphasis	on	the	need	to	rethink	or	question	the	way	we	already	think	about	impact.	Indeed,	while	the	subpanel	report	is	‘impressed’	with	existing	structures	in	place	to	support	and	nurture	direct,	intentional,	linear	impact	among	ECRs	[Early	Career	Researchers],	it	makes	no	mention	of	the	need	to	support	atypical,	experimental,	non-linear	fragmented	(and	so	on)	forms	of	impact.	We	find	this	alarming	as	it	bypasses	the	question	of	complexity	or	alternative-ness	within	the	idea	of	‘impact’	itself.		 	 	 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	10)		The	proposed	introduction	of	the	TEF	suffers	from	similar	problems.		How	can	quality	teaching	be	directly	measured?		The	TEF	suggests	that	measures	will	act	as	proxies	for	excellence	in	teaching	and	learning,	and	thus	be	indirect	in	character.		As	stated	in	the	government’s	Third	Report	session	of	2015/16,	“In	the	absence	of	any	agreed	definition	or	recognised	measures	of	teaching	quality,	the	Government	is	proposing	to	use	measures,	or	metrics,	as	proxies	for	teaching	quality.”	(p.6)		The	problem	with	these,	as	stated	further	along	in	the	report,	is	that	it	is	in	the	“absence	of	any	agreed	definition	on	what	constitutes	good	teaching	in	higher	education”	(ibid.)	measuring	graduate	destinations,	student	retention	and	high	scores	on	the	National	Student	Survey	(NSS)	have	become	the	current	proxies	for	“quality”.		The	report	itself	suggests	that	these	proxies	create	at	best	doubtful	approaches	to	the	scoring	of	‘good	teaching’	as	numerous	other	factors	may	contribute	to	these	–	such	as	student	or	family	wealth,	gender,	regional	economies,	university	experience,	discipline	and	even	the	very	fact	that	scoring	highly	on	student	satisfaction	questionnaires	is	both	open	to	gaming	and	not	necessarily	indicative	of	quality	teaching.	(ibid.	p.7)		Furthermore,	though	the	introduction	of	TEF	as	something	separate	to	REF	does	perhaps	focus	attention	on	the	need	to	re-imagine,	or	re-focus	attention	on	improving	teaching	and	learning	quality	in	higher	education,	it	also	perhaps	
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Relating	the	Terms	to	the	Development	of	Management	Studies	But	first,	why	should	conceiving	of	knowledge	in	this	way	be	an	enhancement	to	the	way	knowledge	is	understood	and	taught	and	learned?		Why	should	it	be	beneficial	to	understand	and	develop	concepts	of	knowledge	by	blending	these	together	and	how	does	this	relate	to	management	learning?		As	Baker	and	Baker	(2012)	suggest,		 Business	education	has	recently	come	under	fire	in	the	popular	press	and	among	academics.		The	implication	from	various	sources	is	that	business	schools	have	done	little	to	advance	the	abilities	of	students	to	think	critically	and	creatively.		 	 	 (Baker	and	Baker,	2012,	p.	704)		The	reproduction	of	current	forms	of	standardised	knowledge	without	these	critical	and	creative	aspects	becomes	a	cause	for	dissatisfaction	with	the	terrain	of	management	learning.		Indeed,	Sutherland	states,		 Management	and	leadership	educators	and	practitioners	are	increasingly	disenchanted	with	traditional	(rational,	instrumental,	economically	dominated,	realist	oriented	and	‘objectively’	analytical)	means	of	development	and	practice…[requiring	a]	call	for	ways	of	approaching	management	and	leadership	education	that	embrace	dynamic,	subjective,	interactional	environments	of	organisational	life	in	ways	that	are	critical,	ethical,	responsible	and	sensitive	to	the	contemporary	realities	of	managing	and	leading.		 	 	 	 (Sutherland,	2012,	p.25-26)		Thus	far,	many	of	the	responses	to	this	“call”	have	come	from	the	quarters	of	critical	reflexivity	and	reflection.		Indeed,		
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know	what	we	know	and	who	we	are.”	(ibid,	italics	in	original)		The	aim	of	reflexivity,	is	to	challenge	these	long	held	assumptions	in	the	service	of	creating	approaches	to	the	world	that	recognise	its	inherent	complexity,	instability	and	mutability.			Indeed,		Radical-reflexivity	reveals	these	irreconcilable	issues,	highlights	the	tentativeness	of	our	theories	and	explanations,	and	surfaces	our	fallibility	as	researchers.	In	doing	so,	we	can	reveal	any	‘forgotten	choices,	expose	hidden	alternatives,	lay	bare	epistemological	limits	and	empower	voices	which	have	been	subjugated	by	objective	discourse’		 	 	 	 	 	 (ibid,	p.986)		Thus,	working	with	reflection	and	reflexivity	opens	up	scope	for	critique	and	stretches	the	boundaries	of	what	might	be	included	in	teaching,	learning	and	research	practices	in	higher	education.		However,	what	reflexivity	and	critical	reflective	practice	often	miss	is	the	element	of	practice,	body	and	materiality.		Tied	up	in	the	linguistic	realm	of	thinking	about	thinking	–	talking	about	thinking,	talking	about	reflexivity,	never	embodying	or	taking	into	account	the	role	of	materiality	through	practice	-	often	leads	to	charges	of	immateriality,	or	the	notion	that	critical	thinking	exists	in	a	feedback	loop	of	sorts,	endlessly	dialoguing	with	itself	in	abstract	terms.				In	contrast	to	the	work	of	engaging	in	reflexivity	alone,	Barad	brings	in	not	only	the	body,	but	performativity	and	materiality	in	order	to	enhance	the	work	of	reflexivity	and	reflection	through	what	she	calls	diffraction.		Her	issue	is	not	necessarily	with	the	importance	of	the	aims	of	reflexivity	–	to	problematise	the	idea	that	we	know	what	we	know	and	who	we	are,	rather	it	is	with	the	mode	in	which	it	is	often	done:	the	mode	of	linguistic,	abstract	thinking.		Indeed,		
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The	drama	is	the	domain	of	the	author,	composer,	scenarist,	shaman;	the	script	is	the	domain	of	the	teacher,	guru,	master;	the	theatre	is	the	domain	of	the	performers;	the	performance	is	the	domain	of	the	audience…in	some	situations	the	performer	is	also	the	audience.		Also	the	boundary	between	the	performance	and	everyday	life	is	arbitrary…However,	wherever	the	boundaries	are	set	it	is	within	the	broad	region	of	performance	that	theatre	takes	place,	and	at	the	centre	of	the	theatre	is	the	script,	sometimes	the	drama.		And	just	as	drama	may	be	thought	of	as	a	specialized	kind	of	script,	so	theatre	can	be	considered	a	specialized	kind	of	performance.		 	 	 	 (Schechner,	1973,	p.	8-9)	Clearly,	the	boundaries	are	blurred	in	practice,	and	so	it	is	perhaps	understandable	that	scholars	without	a	background	in	teasing	out	these	differences	might	lump	them	all	together,	as	these	differences	are	clearly	continually	interweaving	with	each	other	in	endless	iterations.		Nonetheless,	in	theory,	as	Schechner	describes,	the	differences	can	be	very	loosely	portrayed	as:	Drama:	A	written	text,	score,	scenario,	instruction,	plan,	or	map.	The	drama	can	be	taken	from	place	to	place	or	time	to	time	independent	of	the	person	who	carries	it.	This	person	may	be	purely	a	"messenger,"	even	unable	to	read	the	drama,	no	less	comprehend	or	enact	it.		Script:	all	that	can	be	transmitted	from	time	to	time	and	place	to	place;	the	basic	code	of	the	event.	The	script	is	transmitted	person	to	person	and	the	transmitter	is	not	a	mere	messenger;	the	transmitter	of	the	script	must	know	the	script	and	be	able	to	teach	it	to	others.	This	teaching	may	be	conscious	or	through	empathetic,	emphatic	means		Theatre:	the	event	enacted	by	a	specific	group	of	performers;	what	actually	occurs	to	the	performers	during	a	production.	The	theatre	is	concrete	and	immediate.	Usually	the	theatre	is	the	response	of	the	performers	to	the	drama	and/or	script;	the	manifestation	or	representation	of	the	drama	and/or	script.		
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Performance:	the	broadest,	most	ill	defined	disc.	The	whole	constellation	of	events,	most	of	them	passing	unnoticed,	that	takes	place	in	both	performers	and	audience	from	the	time	the	first	spectator	enters	the	field	of	the	performance	-	the	precinct	where	the	theatre	takes	place	-	to	the	time	the	last	spectator	leaves.				 	 	 (ibid.	p.8)	
	(Diagram	accessed	11th	April,	2017	https://alexroscablog.wordpress.com/2013/09/11/richard-schechner-drama-script-theater-performance/)	Schechner	goes	on	to	discuss	how	a	lot	of	contemporary	performance	theory	and	practice	pays	attention	to	the	borders,	boundaries	or	what	he	calls	“the	seams”	(ibid.	p.9)	between	the	four	categories,	creating	different	views	and	analyses	on	how	these	function.		Indeed,		It	directs	the	attention	of	the	audience	not	to	the	centre	of	any	event	but	
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defined	as	belonging	to	a	particular	cultural,	corporate	or	social	group).			Prendergast	and	Saxton	detail	two	modes	inhering	within	such	“interventionist”	practice:	representational	and	presentational.		Representational	theatre	“clearly	represents	people,	times	and	places	that	are	“other”	from	our	contemporary	reality	and	functions	under	the	rubric	of	the	willing	suspension	of	disbelief”,	whereas,	presentational	theatre,	“in	contrast,	is	more	interested	in	presenting	non-fictional	material	within	thinly	disguised	fictions	of	contemporary	reality.”	(Prendergast	and	Saxton,	2009,	p.	12)			Although	Prendergast	and	Saxton	suggest	that	the	presentational	mode	is	more	often	used	in	the	world	of	applied	theatre,	it	becomes	clear	that	both	modes	deal	with	phenomena	from	the	position	of	fixed	unities,	or	clear	territories	–	territories	that	are	researched,	defined,	explored	and	then	represented	by	way	of	the	production	of	a	play,	either	to	the	community	to	generate	discussion	and	inspire	practice,	or	with	the	community,	where	they	become	actors	/	devisors	/	scriptwriters.		Indeed,	the	engagement	is	often	structured	in	the	following	way:		rather	than	just	watch	a	play	passively,		[i]ntegral	audience	participation	is	opposite	as	it	can	involve	speaking	directly	to	characters	as	they	engage	with	problems	that	need	to	be	addressed,	calling	out	suggestions	for	possible	improvised	responses	to	dramatic	situations,	or,	as	in	Boal’s	Theatre	of	the	Oppressed,	actually	taking	the	place	of	a	character	performing	alternative	solutions	to	a	dilemma.		 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	21)	It	is	perhaps	clear	to	see	that	this	form	of	applied	theatre	is	underpinned	by	an	understanding	that	the	world	is	split	into	separable,	definable	territories	that	can	be	inter-acted	with	to	produce	new	insights	on	the	issue	being	explored	by	the	theatrical	work.		What	this	in	effect	does,	is	reiterate	or	reproduce	an	ontology	of	separateness.		Such	an	ontology	does	allow	for	the	theatre	work	to,	in	a	sense,	become	more	measurable	or	produce	more	measurable	outputs.		For	example,	it	would	be	possible	in	this	format	to	identify	an	issue,	present	or	represent	it	theatrically	either	with	the	community	the	issue	affects	or	for	them,	and	then	
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This	brings	the	discussion	to	PaR:	what	it	means,	an	example	of	how	it	has	worked	previously,	how	it	can	relate	to	the	work	of	Karen	Barad	and	how	all	this	can	help	to	enhance	teaching	and	learning	in	management	studies.		Methodologically	speaking,	PaR	sits	on	the	furthest	fringe	of	qualitative	work	in	that	it	is	most	certainly	not	quantative,	but	even	extends	the	boundaries	of	what	qualitative	work	is	into	interesting,	more	performative	modes.		To	quote	Hazel	Smith	and	Roger	T.	Dean,	exponents	of	PaR	work	in	the	creative	arts,	The	qualitative	approach	to	gathering	data	permits	both	documentary	evidence	(where	the	researcher	has	no	contact	with	the	person	who	provided	the	evidence)	and	investigational	evidence	(where	the	researcher	talks	with	those	who	can	provide	information).		In	contrast,	the	essential	ideal	of	quantitative	sciences	is	that	the	subjects	or	entities	under	observation	are	only	exposed	to	changes	in	a	single	factor,	while	everything	else	remains	in	a	constant	state…The	two	approaches	differ	in	their	assumptions	about	the	possible	degree	of	separation	between	the	researcher	and	the	researched…The	relationship	of	practice-led	research	and	research-led	practice	to	all	these	research	approaches	is	complex,	and	some	commentators	take	the	view	that	practice-led	research	is	a	new	and	distinctive	form	of	research	that	is	developing	its	own	research-specific	methodologies.		 	 	 	 (Smith	and	Dean,	2011.	pp.	4-5)	I	would	argue	that	the	unique	characteristics	of	PaR	–	particularly	its	relationships	to	performance:	the	“whole	constellation	of	events”	(see	Schechner	above);	and	performativity:	the	constant	fluidity	of	acts	and	how	they	are	continually	generating	new	iterations	to	produce	phenomena	-	place	it	towards	post-qualitative	research	which		“seeks	to	dispense	with	all	the	presumptions	and	categories	of	humanist	qualitative	research”.	(Taylor	and	Hughes,	2016.	p.	17)		As	I	am	working	with	posthumanist	and	feminist	new	materialism	authors,	including	Barad,	Kirby,	Bennet,	Haraway,	amongst	others,	engaging	with	such	a	problematisation	of	methodology,	is	important	to	the	rigour	of	my	investigations.		As	Taylor,	in	her	edited	volume,	Posthuman	Research	Practices	in	Education	(2016)	suggests,	
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[I]n	posthumanist	research	practices…we	begin	with	immanence,	relation,	nonseparability,	values,	partisanship,	responsibility	for	each	and	every	choice	or	cut,	immersion,	emergence.		Beginning	with	the	embodied	idea	that	posthumanist	research	is	an	ethico-onto-epistemological	practice	of	materially-emergent	co-constitution,	what	emerges	as	‘research’	cannot	be	‘about’	something	or	somebody,	nor	can	it	be	an	individualised	cognitive	act	of	knowledge	production.		Rather,	posthumanist	research	is	an	enactment	of	knowing-in-being	that	emerges	in	the	event	of	doing	research	itself.		In	opening	new	means	to	integrate	thinking	and	doing,	it	offers	an	invitation	to	come	as	you	are	and	to	experiment,	invent	and	create	both	with	what	is	(already)	at	hand,	by	bringing	that	which	might	(or	might	not)	be	useful,	because	you	don’t	yet	





	 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	7)	Robin	Nelson’s	book	‘Practice	as	Research	in	the	Arts:	Principles,	Protocols,	Pedagogies,	Resistences’,	a	major	work	in	the	field,	states,			Let	me	be	clear	at	the	outset	what	I	mean	by	PaR.		PaR	involves	a	research	project	in	which	practice	is	a	key	method	of	inquiry	and	where,	in	respect	of	the	arts,	a	practice	(creative	writing,	dance,	musical	score/performance,	theatre/performance,	visual	exhibition,	film	or	other	cultural	practice)	is	submitted	as	substantial	evidence	of	a	research	inquiry…I	do	not	wish	to	unsettle	a	workable	usage,	but	‘practice-led’	may	bear	a	residual	sense	that	knowledge	follows	after,	is	secondary	to,	the	practice	which	I	know	some	of	its	users	do	not	mean	to	imply		 	 	 	 	 (Nelson,	2013,	p.	9-10)		This	provides	an	interesting	distinction,	and	although	an	exhaustive	account	of	the	different	nuances	of	PaR	that	are	present	within	the	field	itself	is	not	in	the	scope	of	this	thesis,	I	have	chosen	to	use	the	term	PaR	in	order	to	emphasise	the	concept	that	practice	acts	as	research,	as	a	form	of	research	that	brings	new	forms	of	knowledge-making	into	the	legitimate	sphere	of	developing	research	in	and	for	the	academy.		This	in	itself	is	a	‘cut’	–	it	shows	that	I	have	made	a	choice	about	how	the	world	is	understood	and	thus,	consistent	with	the	work	of	Karen	Barad,	this	choice	(material-discursively)	brings	the	world	and	the	work	into	being	in	a	very	specific	kind	of	way.		Making	‘cuts’,	choices	and	edits	in	what	makes	it	to	the	final	performance	and	thesis	document	is	a	large	part	of	PaR	work	(as	indeed	it	is	of	any	form	of	research).		Thus,	what	makes	it	past	the	editing	table,	or	into	the	final	research	document	involves	huge	choices	as	to	how	we	wish	to	understand	and	performatively	bring	the	world	into	being.		Smith	and	Dean	(2011)	suggest	that	the	PaR	researcher	might	travel	through	the	model	or	‘map’	(shown	above)	in	any	number	of	ways,	making	choices	not	only	about	what	they	cut,	but	how	they	move	through	different	aspects	of	the	research	process.		As	with	many	creative	projects,	these	might	be	undertaken	not	only	according	to	specific	plans	pre-
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actions	enact	agential	separability	–	the	condition	of	exteriority-within-phenomena.		Separability	is	not	inherent	or	absolute,	but	intra-actively	enacted	relative	to	a	specific	phenomena.		 	 	 (Barad,	2007,	p.	339)		Here,	creating	a	boundary	of	distinctive	properties	produces	meaning	–	the	discursive	component	of	meaning	is	irreducibly	bound	up	with,	or	entangled,	with	the	materiality	at	play	in	the	phenomenon.		Furthermore,	there	is	no	prior	and	necessary	inter-action	between	stable	and	independent	material-discursive	properities,	acting	out	their	individuality	and	then	coming	into	contact	from	distinctive	individual	locations.		Rather,	Barad	sees	phenomena	as	an	unfolding	of	cuts	that	take	place	from	a	position	of	within,	rather	than	from	a	position	of	exteriority	or	exterior	subject	positions.		She	describes	this	process	by	turning	to	the	realm	of	quantum	mechanics,	but	in	an	ingenious	stroke,	she	examines	the	impact	that	quantum	experiments	have	on	the	notion	of	ontology	and	
epistemology,	rather	than	confining	them	to		“piddling	laboratory	experiments”	(p.336)	that	exist	under	the	microscope	alone:	But	we	cannot	be	talking	about	the	correlation	of	the	inherent	properties	of	two	separately	determined	systems,	as	one	assumes	from	a	classical	worldview,	because	intra-acting	systems	are	entangled	and	do	not	have	separately	determinate	boundaries	and	properties.		The	boundaries	and	properties	of	component	parts	of	the	phenomenon	become	determinate	only	in	the	enactment	of	an	agential	cut	delineating	the	“measured	object”	from	the	“measuring	agent”.		This	cut,	which	enacts	a	causal	structure	that	entails	the	“causal	agent”	(“measured	object”)	marking	the	“measuring	agent”,	is	determined	by	the	specific	experimental	arrangement	or	material	configuration.		 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	337)	In	other	words,	cuts	and	separations	(or	even	the	delineation	of	territories	that	mark	separable	ontological	units)	are	produced	not	by	inherent,	apriori	dualisms	of	subject/object,	nature/culture,	matter/knowledge,	us/them	and	so	on,	but	rather	come	to	life	within	an	entangled	flow,	where	one	part	along	the	spectrum	
measures	another.		Barad	argues	that	it	is	this	act	of	measurement	that	produces	
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being…In	traditional	approaches	to	epistemology	the	knowing	subject	is	a	conscious	self-aware,	self-contained,	independent	rational	agent	that	comes	to	a	knowledge	product	fully	formed…The	knower	cannot	be	assumed	to	be	a	self-contained,	rational	human	subject.		Rather,	subjects	(like	objects)	are	differentially	constituted	through	specific	interactions.		The	subjects	so	constituted	may	range	across	some	of	the	traditional	boundaries	(such	as	those	between	humans	and	nonhumans	and	between	self	and	other)	that	get	taken	for	granted…Knowing	is	not	an	ideational	affair,	or	a	capacity	that	is	the	exclusive	birthright	of	the	human.		Knowing	is	a	material	practice…		 	 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	342)	Here,	the	knowing	subject	is	deterritorialised.		It	takes	off	on	a	line	of	flight	that	removes	the	human	from	its	centrifugal	position	in	the	generation	of	knowledge,	and	as	the	primary	recipient	of	knowledge	–	as	if	knowledge	were	passed	from	human	to	human,	affecting	a	slave-like	material/nonhuman/Other	in	the	transaction.		The	‘knowing’	human	territorialised	into	centrality	in	more	traditional	epistemological	frameworks,	acts	perhaps	more	upon	the	premise	that	he	is	separated	from	the	object	he	measures	through	his	knowledge.		The	divide	here	functions	to	separate	the	knower	not	only	from	the	object	he	studies	(be	they	human	or	nonhuman	objects,	and	indeed,	in	some	more	vicious	forms	of	colonialist	thinking:	subhuman),	but	even	from	processes	of	knowledg/ing	that	may	emerge	from	outside	a	human	sphere,	for	example	knowledg/ing	that	is	qualitatively	different	by	virtue	of	its	taking	place	outside,	in	the	city,	in	the	woods,	via	embodied	experiments	and	so	on,	not	to	mention	other	forms	of	knowledg/ing	that	function	largely	outside	of	the	traditional	academic.			
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	It	might	be	an	interesting	moment	here	to	pause	and	suggest	that	the	body	of	books	or	online	papers	that	form	the	main	part	of	the	knowledg/ing	process	in	more	traditional	frames	of	teaching	and	learning	–	a	body	of	knowledge	-	emphasises	the	power	of	the	word	as	a	worlding	process,	rather	than	the	world	as	a	worlding	process	itself,	as	it	were.		In	this	diffraction	of	knowledg/ing	processes,	the	turn	to	critical	theory	is	emphasized,	as	the	argument	moves	towards	a	Derridean	day-dream/nightmare	in	which	there	is	“nothing	outside	of	the	text”.		Materiality	becomes	a	slave	to	language,	erased	in	the	cacophony	of	
human-made	(intelligible)	sounds.					Thus,	at	some	level,	it	might	be	possible	to	suggest	that	one	of	the	premises	on	which	the	notion	not	just	of	objectivity,	but	also	of	the	dominance	of	language	alone	in	creating	knowledg/ing	processes,	is	one	that	draws	a	boundary	between	Nature	and	Culture.		Indeed	as	Vicki	Kirby	suggests:	The	explanatory	and	productive	power	of	Culture	has	assumed	global	proportions	as	a	consequence.		Indeed,	so	powerful	are	these	revelatory	and	constitutive	capacities	that	they	have	unveiled	Nature	as	Culture’s	creation.		 	 	 	 (Kirby,	2011,	p.	12)		Kirby	suggests	that	one	of	the	associated	problems	with	the	absorption	of	Nature	into	Culture	via	asserting	the	position	of	“nothing	outside	of	text”,	is	that	it	in	effect	creates	a	lesser	Other	out	of	“Nature”	and	materiality	as	a	whole	-	one	that	is	ultimately	made-flesh	from	text.		Here	the	material	may	indeed	be	inscribed	and	reproduce	itself	according	to	inscription,	but	it	is	the	text	–	that	is	language,	human	language	-	that	becomes	the	writer	of	material	movements,	rather	than	being	an	important	and	irreducible	part	of	an	entangled,	material-discursive	flow.				This	kind	of	approach	to	ontology	potentially	ushers	in	the	dominance	of	understanding	the	world	as	formed	of	individual	subject	positions	that	assume	an	exterior	relationship	to	phenomena,	rather	than	one	that	is	more	disposed	to	
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an	entangled	position	of	exteriority-from-within.		Whilst	this	is	just	one	more	potential	way	of	producing	knowledg/ing	processes	from	the	diffraction	pattern	I	am	creating/discussing	in	this	chapter,	the	potential	limit	of	this	approach	is	that	it	refocuses	ultimate	power	on	the	human,	rather	than	on	making	agential	cuts	from	within	the	entanglement,	which	includes	human	and	nonhuman,	Nature	











1- that	the	world	will	remain	still	while	it	is	studied;		2- that	students,	teachers	and	administrators	are	set	apart	from	the	world	studied,	in	a	safe	subject/object	divide;		3- that	impacting	‘on’	the	world	is	a	secondary	order	of	study	–	rather,	students	and	teachers	are	always/already	impacting	from	within	the	






































































needed	to	satisfy	an	agreed	concept	of	academic	rigour,	a	concept	that	is	here	considered	somehow	different	enough	from	what	Mingers	calls		“participative”	to	require	that	such	a	qualification	be	spelled	out	in	the	remit	(which	here	is	also	worded	to	include	“student-centred	learning”);	and	that	it	included	‘soft	skills’	as	‘things’	largely	presentational	in	character	(including	presenting	and	group	work),	but	not	theorized	in	themselves	as	part	of	the	knowledg/ing	process.		Through	a	diffractive	lens,	enhancing	these	foundational	principles	by	bringing	in	a	pedagogical	lens	of	diffraction,	intra-action	and	complexity	would	produce	some	very	interesting	changes	to	the	course,	and	put	both	the	work	of	diffraction,	and	the	course	itself	to	the	test.		Being	offered	the	‘free-reign’	to	do	so	was	nothing	short	of	a	marvellous	pedagogical	opportunity	to	develop	this	work.		Mingers	states	in	his	review	of	the	course	at	its	very	beginning	stages	in	2000,	that	whilst	self-reflexive	student	feedback	collected	upon	its	completion	had	suggested	that	the	course	had	achieved	the	objective	of	enhancing	criticality	within	the	field	and	had	presented	and	conducted	teaching	and	learning	in	a	way	divergent	from	standard	courses	at	Warwick	Business	School	by,	for	example,	having	no	formal	lectures,	but	placing	emphasis	on	group	work	combined	with	some	seminar	inputs,	and	by	asking	students	to	undertake	a	critical	review	of	the	course	at	its	termination,	he	mentions	the	following:		While	all	the	above	are	sensible	suggestions	reflecting	the	students’	experience	of	the	course,	of	greater	concern	for	the	overall	aims	of	the	course	was	that	virtually	all	the	students	failed	to	be	genuinely	critical.		They	simply	accepted	the	course	objectives	as	given	and	then	reviewed	the	delivery	of	the	course.		 	 	 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	233)		This	poses	a	very	interesting	provocation.		Whilst	the	course	materials	given	may	have	prompted	students	to	question,	First,	the	logical	soundness	of	the	argument	and	its	manner	of	expression	
(rhetoric);	second,	the	taken-for-granted	assumptions	about	factual	matters	and	acceptable	social	practices	and	values	(tradition);	third,	assumptions	made	about	the	legitimacy	and	whose	views	should	be	
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Taking	a	Different	Approach	to	Case-Studies	Partners	do	not	precede	the	relating;	the	world	is	a	verb,	or	at	least	a	gerund;	worlding	is	the	dynamics	of	intra-action	(Karen	Barad’s	word	from	Meeting	the	Universe	Halfway)	and	intra-patience,	the	giving	and	receiving	of	patterning,	all	the	way	down,	with	consequences	for	who	lives	and	who	dies	and	how.		 	 	 (Haraway,	2011,	pp.	9-10)		Inheriting	the	platform	of	a	case-based	curriculum	brought	in	a	few	interesting	pedagogical	problems	and	possibilities.		Firstly,	in	the	context	of	management	learning	a	case	study	is	a	report	of	a	situation	taken	from	real-life,	a	scenario	that	is	drawn	up	as	remarkable	in	that	it	is	problematic,	or	complex	or	even	
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paradoxical,	requiring	that,	Rubik’s	cube-like,	students	find	ways	to	work	through	decision	making	processes	to	come	to	a	solution	to	the	problem	the	case	presents,	writing	up	their	answer	and	demonstrating	their	knowledge	of	different	strategies,	histories	and	philosophical	tensions	along	the	way.		Secondly,	students	often	work	together	at	some	stage	of	the	process	to	explore	these	tasks,	developing	collaborative	learning	processes.		I	had	never	worked	with	case-study	models	before,	but	I	had	developed	and	worked	extensively	with	creating	issues-based	performances	and	an	issues-based	PaR	course	a	few	years	before.		Picking	a	particular	news	story,	researching,	interviewing	and	adapting	it	for	performance,	whilst	inherently	different	from	working	with	a	case-study	in	an	academic	context,	seemed	to	share	a	few	potentials.16		The	process	of	knowledge-making	through	a	case-study	style	pedagogical	structure	arguably	provides	a	kind	of	rehearsal	space	on	the	page	and	in	verbal	discussion	in	class	contexts	in	which	students	try	out	different	ways	of	building	responses	to	professional	situations.		Indeed,	as	Savery	suggests:				 Case	studies	can	help	learners	develop	critical	thinking	skills	in	assessing	the	information	provided	and	in	identifying	logic	flaws	or	false	assumptions.	Working	through	the	case	study	will	help	learners	build	discipline/context-specific	vocabulary/terminology,	and	an	understanding	of	the	relationships	between	elements	presented	in	the	case	study.	When	a	case	study	is	done	as	a	group	project,	learners	may	develop	improved	communication	and	collaboration	skills.	Cases	may	be	used	to	assess	student	learning	after	instruction,	or	as	a	practice	exercise	to	prepare	learners	for	a	more	authentic	application	of	the	skills	and	knowledge	gained	by	working	on	the	case.		 	 	 	 	 	 	 (Savery,	2006,	p.15)		What	emerges	here	is	an	interesting	element	to	the	idea	of	case-as-rehearsal	for																																																									16	Not	least	the	adaptation	of	an	issue	or	case	taken	from	‘real	life’	into	a	performance	bringing	up	critical	opportunities	for	investigating	a)	representational	processes	(inherent	in	adaptation)	and	b)	diffraction	(creating	a	new	story	material-discursively	by	virtue	of	diffracting	it	through	a	unique	setting,	performer,	context	and	discipline).	
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applying	critical	thinking	skills	and	knowledges	of	practice	developed	within	higher	education	settings,	to	real-life	situations	of	practice.		Indeed,	as	Shulman	argues,		By	presenting	realistic	problems	to	students	and	asking	them	to	respond	as	if	they	were	mature	members	of	the	profession,	the	discipline	or	the	policy	community,	case	methods	are	seen	as	providing	opportunities	to	practice	“thinking	like	a	professional”.		 	 	 	 	 (Shulman,	1992,	p.	7)		This	is	no	doubt	a	useful	process	within	a	pedagogical	flow,	as	the	developing	of	“context	specific	vocabularies”	in	preparation	of	“authentic	application”	in	the	real	world,	post	graduation	can	provide	students	with	certain	tools	via	which	to	think-through	problems.		No	wonder	it	was	the	one	part	of	the	course’s	remit	that	I	was	told	had	to	remain	in	place,	whatever	else	I	might	play	with	in	the	attempt	to	deliver	something	“different”.		However,	the	case-study	approach	does	perhaps	comprise	in	its	very	structure	of	several	drawbacks,	particularly	when	trying	to	imagine	a	more	complex,	entangled	and	material-discursive	approach	to	pedagogy.		These	drawbacks,	however,	do	not	function	to	undermine	case-based	pedagogy	overall,	but	rather	present	opportunities	for	re-thinking	approaches	to	it	within	case-based	teaching	and	learning.				The	first	that	might	be	identified	lies	within	the	inherent	notion	of	case	as	metaphorical	rehearsal-room	that	funnels	students	towards	thinking	like	a	
professional.		This	issue	perhaps	speaks	again	to	Mingers’	point	about	an	actual	lack	of	criticality	in	the	final	analysis,	Spivak’s	notion	of	students	citing	and	sensing	their	own	marginality	in	practice,	and	indeed	the	anecdote	about	my	former	conservatoire	cohort	feeling	placed	in	an	impossible	double-bind.		Returning	to	Savery,			 While	cases	and	projects	are	excellent	learner-centred	instructional	strategies,	they	tend	to	diminish	the	learner’s	role	in	setting	the	goals	and	outcomes	for	the	“problem.”		When	the	expected	outcomes	are	clearly	defined,	then	there	is	less	need	or	incentive	for	the	learner	to	set	his/her	
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materials…What	might	become	possible	and	thinkable	if	we	were	to	take	pedagogy	to	be	sensational?		 	 	 	 	 (Ellsworth,	2005,	p.	24)		
“Memory’s	images,	once	they	are	fixed	in	words,	are	erased”	Polo	said.		
“Perhaps	I	am	afraid	of	losing	Venice	all	at	once,	if	I	speak	of	it.		Or	perhaps,	






















	 	 	 	 (2007,	p.	278)		I	would	add	here,	that	including	an	agential	realist	approach,	such	as	the	one	put	forth	by	Barad,	moves	Ranciere’s	position	on	from	the	discursive	alone	–	a	position	that	privileges	language	and	the	discursive	in	its	construction	of	reality	over	matter	–	towards	the	material-discursive.		In	this	kind	of	conception,	the	emancipated	spectator	becomes	participatory	in	that	s/he	is	entangled	in	the	very	fabric	of	world-making.		Thus,	it	is	not	possible	to	“deny	the	corporeal	energy”	per	se,	which	is	marking	the	body	of	the	world	in	its	unfolding	production,	but	to	“transform	it”	into	new	cuts,	new	bodies,	new	forms.		Such	a	transformation	arguably	takes	place	both	in	the	micro	and	macro	diffractions	of	the	world,	but	as	Barad	herself	states,	“humans	do	not	possess	a	perceptual	apparatus	that	can	directly	detect	atomic	events,	and	we	therefore	depend	on	pointers	and	other	macroscopic	devices	to	help	us	discern	the	results	of	experiments.”	(Barad,	2007,	p.	337)		Thus,	marking	or	cutting	material-discursive	bodies	is	an	act	of	continual	participation,	stemming	the	flow	of	phenomena	into	new	iterations	whose	results	we	may	detect	through	traces	and	events	in	the	macro,	tangible	world.		The	Venice	Project	thus	combines	these	three	main	pedagogical	areas	together,	playing	with	forms	of	representation	and	performativity,	with	notions	of	spacetimemattering	and	with	‘framing’	or	making	agential	cuts	to	enhance	diffractive	possibilities	for	teaching	and	learning	at	doctoral	level.		Furthermore,	it	does	this	in	an	intrinsically	participatory	and	transdisciplinary	manner,	enfolding	performance	and	arts-based	approaches	to	research.		The	following	section	discusses	a	few	select	moments	in	the	overall	pedagogical	flow	of	the	project	–	cuts	–	that	aim	to	bring	to	life	how	these	issues	were	put	into	practice.		
“Venice	in	One	Telling	Image”:	Removing	the	Line	Between	Subject	/	Object		We	live	affective	transitions,	the	sensations	of	events	as	they	come	into	being.		At	the	same	time,	we	live	the	affective	carriage	of	future	potential,	affect’s	transversality	through	different	temporalities	–	affect’s	virtuality.	
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	 	 	 	 	 	(Bennett,	2010,	p.4)		In	the	above	quotes,	both	Bennett	and	De	Landa	introduce	new	materialist	and	posthumanist	notions	of	agency	that	extend	beyond	the	sphere	of	the	human	alone,	moving	towards	the	inclusion	of	a	host	of	new	intra-active	agential	cuts	as	well	as	more	classically	inter-active	separations.		What	kinds	of	agencies	are	involved	in	the	production	of	the	phenomena	of	a	‘city’?		How	might	these	be	entangled	and	understood	as	implicit	in	material-discursive	knowledg/ing	practices?		How	might	students,	engaged	in	at	once	ethnographic,	performative	and	performance-based	transdisciplinary	teaching	and	learning,	work	collaboratively	to	make	cuts?		Furthermore,	how	might	they	represent	these	cuts	–	these	agential	choices	–	for	an	audience,	academic	readers,	students	and	teachers,	or	in	other	words,	move	from	deterritorialisation	to	territorialising	knowledg/ing	into	representations?				Returning	from	Venice	and	continuing	to	work	at	Warwick	University	and	on	a	houseboat	in	Stratford-upon-Avon,	UK,	students	worked	in	their	small	groups	to	create	a)	performed	case-studies	of	their	trades	(rope;	spice;	map);	and	b)	written	cases	which	included	teaching	notes	so	that	further	diffractive	iterations	might	be	produced.		Students	were	limited	solely	by	a	time	period	of	four	weeks	to	take	all	the	material	they	had	gathered	(including	what	they	had	experienced	of	a	group	devising	for	performance	workshop	I	had	run	on	the	last	day	in	Venice),	and	turn	it	into	a	performed	case	on	their	theme.		Furthermore,	I	had	sourced	a	houseboat,	moored	at	Stratford-upon-Avon’s	marina,	inside	which	they	would	mount	their	individual	pieces	(on	rope;	spice;	map)	as	one	collective	artwork.		Thus,	the	main	limitations	put	on	students	for	this	performed	portion	of	the	project	were	space	and	time	based.		The	choice	made	at	the	pedagogical	level	to	set	the	work	inside	a	houseboat	comprised	of	a	combination	of	several	imaginings,	critical	approaches	and	affective	‘hunches’	about	performance,	spatiality,	and	practice-as-research	at	the	level	of	pedagogical	design.		By	choosing	a	performance	space,	I	aimed	to	also	participate	in	the	creation	of	the	piece,	rather	than	create	a	powerful	divide	of	
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	 	 	 	 (Frayn,	1998,	p.	88	–	92)		
Heisenberg:		Mathematics	becomes	very	odd	when	you	apply	it	to	people.		One	plus	one	can	add	up	to	so	many	different	sums.	

















contexts)	in	ways	that	interested	them.		Their	critical	work	would	centre	upon	the	performativities	they	produced,	the	trouble	of	representing	these	and	how	they	themselves	entangled	and	produced	their	ethnographic	worlds.				Here,	there	is	a	‘canon’	implicit,	one	of	new	materialisms.		But	interestingly,	this	‘canon’	does	indeed	perhaps	undo	itself	through	its	own	inherent	concept	of	diffraction	and	the	production	of	multiple	differences	and	differencing	this	entails.		Thus,	new	materialisms	are	perhaps	characterised	by	a	call	for	such	creative	differencing,	a	call	that	lies	within	a	very	empty	and	prismatic	mix	of	transdisciplinary	texts.		How	students	would	engage	with	the	project	would	hopefully	produce	unanticipated	diffractions	of	the	organisations	they	chose	to	work	with,	the	apparatuses	they	used,	and	the	performativities	they	produced.			In	this	sense	the	course	design	aimed	to	engage	with	the	idea	that:		Pedagogy’s	space	is	a	space	that	the	learning	self	must	simultaneously	read	and	write,	and	this	means	that	pedagogical	pivot	places	must	turn	around	an	empty	centre	–	a	centre	both	filled	and	vacated	by	a	teacher	who	is	present	but	whose	supposed	superiority	ceases	to	be	relevant	to	the	matters	at	hand.”			 (Ellsworth,	2005,	p.	81)			In	order	to	be	both	present	and	absent,	both	“filled	and	vacated”	–	indeed	to	perhaps	play	in	the	position	of	a	‘ghost’	-	whilst	students	engaged	with	exploring	complex	notions	of	diffraction,	performativity	and	(non)representations	for	organisation	studies,	the	transdisciplinary	design	of	The	Copenhagen	Project	went	something	like	this:		 1) introduce	students	to	themes	of	diffraction,	complexity	and	inter-/intra-action	2) introduce	a	few	embodied	exercises	and	devising	techniques	that	explore	representation	(here	of	organisations)	3) peer-examine	the	different	“grammars”	of	representation	emergent	in	the	students	approach	to	the	above	4) introduce	measurement	as	a	performative.		Use	peer	practice	and	feedbacking		
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5) introduce	apparatuses	as	intra-active,	entangled,	world-making	devices	6) invite	students	to	create	working	groups	via	engaging	in	a	simple	devising	workshop	7) give	groups	a	small	piece	of	paper	that	reads,		Your	Mission	Should	You	Choose	to	Accept	It:	choose	an	apparatus	of	measurement	and	an	organisation	that	interests	you	as	a	group,	and	perform	a	diffraction	of	the	organisation	via	a	whole	group	performance	centred	around	your	apparatus.		Decide	on	the	kind	of	representational	documentation	process	you	will	use	and	run	your	project!			8) set	re-convening	points	throughout	the	project	for	Q&A,	peer	discussion,	trouble-shooting,	and	group	journaling	9) invite	students	to	perform	a	post-project	representation	of	their	work	to	peer	students	and	invited	guests	10) 		give	a	short	workshop	on	‘writing	up’	their	findings	as	a	multi-registered	case	(see	preceding	chapter).		Collect	when	complete			At	this	point,	though	it	is	perhaps	possible	to	read	new	layerings	of	criticality	in	this	kind	of	pedagogical	‘journey’,	the	problem	of	the	next	likely	stage	is	perhaps	clear:	how	does	one	assess	this	kind	of	material?		The	problem	had	emerged	earlier	(and	is	brought	up	in	the	chapter	on	Critical	Issues	in	Law	&	Management,	or	CILM),	that	is,	how	might	it	be	possible	to	undertake	a	PaR	style	of	project	that	is	still	subject	to	more	traditional	forms	of	assessment.		Notwithstanding	the	trouble,	pre-set	assessment	points	often	require	that	students	represent	an	ability	to	“critically	appraise”	work	to	varying	degrees,	offering	more	specific	keys	presented	in	the	marking	sheets	/	guidelines	offered	to	teachers.		As	evidenced	in	the	discussion	on	the	practice	of	the	CILM	course,	here	criticality	can	be	assessed	via	its	emergence	in	and	through	performance.		Further	to	this,	the	documentation	students	create	and	submit,	including	journals,	multi-registered	essays/cases	and	any	other	material,	acts	as	a	written	assignment,	which	can	be	graded	according	to	guidelines,	although	such	guidelines,	geared	to	a	different	kind	of	process	often	miss	out	much	of	the	richness	produced.		This	is	
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organizational	life.	Closer	encounters	show	how	student-generated	artefacts	and	aesthetic	learning	spaces	afford	opportunities	for	further	aesthetic	attunement.	Students,	as	producers	of	aesthetic	knowledge,	re-distribute	the	sensible	(Rancière,	2004)	and	thus	knowable	in	management	learning	to	reveal	“organizational	aesthetics”	as	both	“constitutive”	and	“heuristic”	(White,	1996)—highlight	its	significance	for	both	informing	and	enlivening	experiences.		 	 	 (Mack,	2013,	p.	157)		Mack’s	work	focuses	on	“breath[ing]	life”	(ibid.)	into	organisation	studies	by	connecting	an	aesthetic	experience	to	students’	ethnographic	practices,	not	least	by	experimenting	with	the	creation	of	“aesthetic	artefacts”	through	which	the	organisations	studied	become	artistically	staged	as	part	of	students’	research.		Towards	the	end	of	the	article	however,	Mack	starts	to	radically	open	the	discussion	out	towards	the	potential	for	adding	(non)representational	aspects	that	usher	in	a	deeply	performative	dimension	to	her	work.		These	arguably	have	profound	implications	for	developing	notions	of	participation	through	engaging	
with	pedagogy:	[T]he	students’	co-constructed	artefacts	are	thus	not	seen	as	mirror	representations	of	organizational	aesthetics,	but	a	way	to	perform	the	aesthetic	dimension—in	other	words,	a	way	of	knowing	and	showing.	As	students	make	and	show	their	artefacts,	they	are	“participating	in	multi-sensory,	material	and	social	environments”	(Pink,	2012:	121).	There	is	much	more	work	that	needs	doing	on	the	aesthetics	of	making	artefacts,	exploring	the	sensibilities	associated	with	students’	work	practices.				 	 	 	 	 (ibid.	169)		The	point	is	subtle	but	well	made.		Perhaps	working	in	the	field	of	producing	inter-	and	transdisciplinary	dimensions	to	management	learning	pedagogy	opens	a	pathway	through	the	implications	of	representationalism	for	the	practice	and	performativity	of	everyday	life	in	organisations.		In	finding	ways	to	breach	“knowing	and	showing”	in	the	classroom	performatively,	the	problematic	question	of	subject/object	binaries	arguably	starts	to	move	towards	the	
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		Thus,	the	choice	made	by	the	intervener	here	provides	details	of	another	mode,	or	diffraction	if	you	will,	for	navigating	such	effects	and	affects	–	“cut”	and	create	a	divide	that	allows	for	participation	via	a)	a	diffraction	of	the	material-discursive	apparatus	at	play	(the	wooden	ruler),	and	b)	the	refrain	it	produces.		Simply	put,	one	can,	and	here	arguably	did:	choose	to	intervene	by	playing-with	(or	“cut	together	apart”),		re-territorialise	the	affective	uncanny	or	deterritorialising	line	of	flight	through	participation	and		become	part	of	re-writing	processes	the	act	is	producing.			 	 	 Performance	II:	June	2015	This	performance	entitled	Spectral	Happenings	engages	at	another	point	along	the	spectrum	of	possibilities	of	participation.		It	was	conceived	and	indeed	began	in	the	moment	mentioned	earlier	of	sitting	alone	in	the	studio	and	thinking	about	another	kind	of	haunting,	namely	the	‘ghosts’	of	the	students	that	this	time	were	marked	not	by	their	intervention	or	rush	to	participate,	but	by	their	absence	or	lack	of	participation.		As	discussed	earlier,	the	course	designed	had	aimed	to	engage	through	critical	practice	and	participation,	with	the	un/enfolding	of	organisational	space	and	the	performativities	produced	therein.		It	would	do	this	via	an	aesthetically	driven,	breaching	performance	of	measurement	undertaken	in	an	organisation	of	students’	choice.		In	the	moment	of	sitting	alone	three	project	time	frames	emerged,	entangling	altogether.		Working	from	a	previous	performance	to	devise	a	curriculum	(past),	and	imaging	futures	the	work	might	produce	(future),	here	I	was	in	the	present	(so	to	speak!),	faced	with	empty	chairs	in	a	studio	that	apparently	no	longer	really	existed	in	an	academic	present.		In	a	sense,	I	felt	as	if	I	had	fallen	out	of	time.		As	Derrida	states,	A	spectral	moment,	a	moment	that	no	longer	belongs	to	time,	if	one	understands	by	this	word	the	linking	of	modalised	presents	(past	present,	actual	present:	“now”,	future	present).		We	are	questioning	in	this	instant,	we	are	asking	ourselves	about	this	instant	that	is	not	docile	to	time,	at	least	what	we	call	time.		Furtive	and	untimely,	the	apparition	of	the	
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profit-effort	equation	implicit	in	an	experimental	practice.		In	a	world	in	which	‘making	the	most’	of	your	time	is	the	basis	for	a	rational	life,	the	artist’s	endeavour,	i.e.	his	race	against	an	inevitable	sunset,	is	emblematic	of	a	stubbornness,	which,	however	revolutionary	it	may	turn	out	to	be,	is	based	on	a	nonsensical	kind	of	calculus.		 	 	 	 (ibid.	p.	188)		The	“calculus”	here	is	perhaps	another	iteration	in	itself	of	attempts	to	produce	a	world	that	can	remain	still	through	the	effort	of	man	and	machine.		That	which	is	simultaneously	always	in	motion	and	yet	always	predictable	(that	the	sun	will	come	up	and	go	down	each	day	until	its	extinction)	is	challenged	in	an	almost	comically	futile	attempt	to	arrest	and	control	cosmic	forces	and	bring	them	into	a	“profit-effort”	equation	suitable	for	a	man-made	narrative	of	economic	productivity.		The	attempt	is	on	one	level	successful	as	Jonas	does	indeed	gain	a	minute.		Perhaps	this	small	concession	to	the	artist	is	indicative	of	what	induces	new	iterations	and	refrains	of	such	a	tragi-comic	calculus,	driving	the	wheel	of	measurement	across	organisations,	endeavours	and	performativities	of	living	in	the	world.	Indeed,	as	Gray,	Micheli	and	Pavlov	state	of	the	drive	to	measure,		the	illusion	of	control	provided	by	measurement	is	almost	too	tempting	to	resist	(p.	26)…and	finally,	when	measurement	is	driven	by	the	desire	to	control,	it	forces	organizations	to	rely	unreasonably	on	performance	information,	leading	to	an	obsessive	focus	on	the	indicators,	widespread	confusion	and	unaccounted	for	costs.”		(Gray,	Micheli	and	Pavolov,	2015.	p.	26	&	38)		Furthermore,	Jonas’	performance	was	a	refrain	based	upon	a	sixteenth	century	explorer’s	imperative	to	“go	west”.		Thus	his	iteration	of	this	imperative	does	perhaps	render	visible	another	kind	of	ghost	haunting	“profit-effort”	ratios	–	that	of	the	Renaissance	colonial	explorers.		How	far	do	notions	of	measurement	and	the	kinds	of	performativity	they	produce	stem	genealogically/hauntologically	from	an	imperial	refrain	of	‘explore	and	conquer’?		The	image	of	swashbuckling,	seafaring	conquistadors	is	brought	to	my	mind	here,	attempting	to	measure	the	unknown	world	and	bring	it	to	profit-bearing	‘productivity’	for	a	sovereign	/	
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sovereign	nation.		In	Jonas’	iteration,	such	a	ghost	is	always-already	doomed	to	failure	as	the	‘prize’	sought	is	one	that	is	uncontrollable	and	always	slipping	away.		The	complexity	of	an	ontology	that	is	never	complete	and	always	in	a	state	of	
becoming	does	indeed	render	traditional	performance	measures	into	useful	fictions	that	might	give	the	illusion	of	fixity,	but	in	reality	already	have	fled	–	already	have	become	part	‘ghostly’.		Thus,		[F]ocusing	on	what	is	easily	quantifiable	at	the	expense	of	complexity	is	not	an	effective	approach	to	managing	performance.		Instead	of	asking	how	to	make	things	measurable,	we	should	ask,	“How	can	we	design	a	robust	performance	indicator	that	gives	us	a	good	understanding	of	the	situation	that	enables	us	to	take	action?”		When	the	question	is	framed	in	this	way,	the	blinkers	imposed	by	the	addiction	to	measurement	are	removed	and	you	can	concentrate	on	what	is	truly	important,	namely	an	understanding	of	what	you	are	trying	to	measure	and	how	this	measure	will	answer	your	needs.		 	 	 (ibid.	p.	40)		If	“what	you	are	trying	to	measure”	is,	however,	always-already	not	a	“what”	but	an	entangled	flow	of	constantly	moving	phenomena,	then	producing	a	“what”	is	bound	to	be	an	agential	act	of	producing	a	cut.		Here	again	the	discussion	returns	(eternally!)	to	realities	and	refrains	of	participation.		The	production	of	cuts	across	human	and	nonhuman	forces	produces	the	ghosts	and	lived	realities	that	inhabit	space,	time	and	matter	altogether.		Such	useful	fictions	may	give	the	illusion	of	a	world	held	in	place	by	measures,	calculus	and	nomenclatures	that	define	clear	borders	between	things,	and	indeed	these	form	the	backbone	of	the	world	of	practices	that	constitute	everyday	life.		Simultaneously,	the	reality	of	always-in-flow,	always	entangled,	always	produced	by	cutting	processes,	potentially	allows	for	active	participation	to	be	made	available	at	every	moment.		As	Barad	states,		The	world’s	effervescence,	its	exuberant	creativeness,	can	never	be	contained	or	suspended.		Agency	never	ends;	it	can	never	‘run	out’.		The	
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upon	emerging	ideas	about	teaching	and	learning	that	aim	to	render	the	world	more	complex	through	the	introduction	of	new	materialist	and	posthuman	conceptions	of	performativity	and	arts-based	research	practices	–	specifically,	PaR.		Thus,	the	“conceptual	framework”	discussed	largely	in	chapters	1-3,	aims	to	use	the	theories	of	deterritorialisation	and	diffraction	to	craft	a	pedagogical	apparatus	that	incorporates	the	body,	material-discursivity,	affect	and	arts-based	practice	into	the	teaching	and	learning	frame	in	order	to	produce	truly	transdisciplinary	diffractions,	capable	of	approaching	teaching	and	learning	with	increased	critical	complexity.		The	projects	undertaken	throughout,	have	several	of	their	own	conceptual	properties,	initially	laid	out	in	chapter	3,	and	recreated	here.		These	properties	come	out	of	an	inherent	dissatisfaction	with	the	following	presuppositions	that	are	currently	at	play	in	much	pedagogical	underpinning:		 1- that	the	world	will	remain	still	while	it	is	studied;		2- that	students,	teachers	and	administrators	are	set	apart	from	the	world	studied,	in	a	safe	subject/object	divide;		3- that	impacting	‘on’	the	world	is	a	secondary	order	of	study	–	rather,	students	and	teachers	are	always/already	impacting	from	within	the	





























































and	how	these	might	impact	upon	teaching	and	learning.		It	is	hoped	that	the	practices	described	and	analysed	might	act	as	points	on	a	shifting	pedagogical	horizon,	as	lines	of	flight	to	be	further	diffracted,	deterritorialised	and	differenced	by	new	readings,	workings	and	practices.		As	Donna	Haraway	states	in	her	work	Staying	With	the	Trouble:	“I	want	to	make	a	critical	and	joyful	fuss	about	these	matters.		I	want	to	stay	with	the	trouble,	and	the	only	way	I	know	to	do	that	is	in	generative	joy,	terror,	and	collective	thinking.”	(Haraway,	2016,	p.31)		Likewise,	the	journey	of	this	thesis	and	its	attendant	projects	has	required	a	navigation	through	the	creative	use	of	concepts	and	practices.		Some	have	made	it	to	this	final	(but	never	finished)	diffraction	of	the	work	undertaken.		Some	have	been	cut	out.				Thinking-with,	thinking-through,	and	thinking-of	pedagogy	via	new	materialist	and	posthumanist	theories,	PaR	and	management	learning	has	indeed	required	and	produced	in	me	a	tenacious	will	to	‘stay	with	the	trouble’	that	such	a	project	stirs	up.		Nonetheless,	it	has	never	been	an	act	of	thinking	alone,	but	rather	of	thinking-with	the	spaces,	writings,	objects,	voices,	texts,	communities	and	regulations	of	producing	a	thesis,	that	I	have	met	inside	the	phenomenon.		Ever	entangled,	the	efforts	made	here	and	by	others	to	suggest	enhancements	for	teaching	and	learning	in	and	for	these	troubled	times	for	higher	education19	will	continue	to	diffract	as	we	move	further	into	the	21st	century,	and	I	hope	that	this	work	will	add	its	voice	to	inspire	–	through	positive	or	indeed	negative	impact	–	new	diffractions,	iterations	and	re-imaginings.			It	is	just	one	instance	of	how	an	experimental	research	/	pedagogy	/	practice	can	open	a	way	to	think	the	unforeseen,	temporary,	unpredictable	and	contingent,	and	draw	attention	to	the	regimes	of	normalcy	and	oppressive	institutional	sedimentations	that	higher	education	spaces	often	entail	and	require	us	to	embody.		 	 	 	 	 	 (Taylor,	2016,	p.21)																																																											19	This	is	discussed	in	greater	length	in	Chapter	1,	with	emphasis	on	UK	higher	education	contexts.	
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